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ABSTRACT . ' o | o
’ A bilingual education teacher training packet
(teacher's edition) on theories and_researth"toncerning,bilingual
. education, second language acquisition, 'and. communicative competence .
is presented. A theoretical framework’ for inteégrating these theories
and a theoretical rationale for bilingual-education are also ' v
presented. In addition to state-of-the-art reviews, the packet -
contains: a syllabus, a pretest and answer key, a glossary, learning °
activity objectives, a small Jroup activity plan and discussion
items, discussion item answer Key, a posttest and answer key, and a
. discussion of the implications of the ‘theoretical frameworks for
. teacher trainers. Narrative materials.are. presented on the following
- topics: (1) demographic context of bilingual education; (2)
historical definitions of bilingual education; (3) communicative °
competence theories; (4) first and second language acquisition
theoretical frameworks; (5) the myth of bilingual handicaps; () . - -
.research findings regarding mother tongue development as a positive'
force; and (7) implications for syllabus design and materials
. development, teaching methods, and teacher training. One section of
, the packet entitled, "a Theoretical Rationale for Bilingual
Education," by Jim Cummins, includes information on seven bilingual
education program evaluations, along with a framework .that addresses
the complexity of first and second language relationships and the
devleopmental relationships between first and second language e
proficiency. (SW) : . ‘
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BILINGUAL EDUCATION |
. o » TEACHEMRAINING MATERIALS o o

.

‘The bilindual education teacher training materials developed by-the,
Center for the Development of Bilingual -Curriculum - Dallas address five

Ll broad areas . of need in the field of bilingual education

Series A Bilingual Program Planning, Implementation,,
.~ _and Evaluation :
f Series B: Language Proficiency ACQUlSlthﬂ Assessment,
. T . and Communicative Behavior , S S e
Series C:- Teaching Mathematics Science, and Social
’ Studies
Series D: Teaching Listening, Speaking, Reading, and -
- , o Writing , ,

Series E: Actualizing Parental Involvement

6 -

. These materials are intended for use in 1nst1tutions of higher educati?n, )
education service centers, and local schooﬂ district in- serv1ce programs. '
They were developed by experts 1n the appropriate fields of bilingual educa-

~»* tion and’ teacher training.

Series A addresses the critical issue of the effective planning and

implementation of programs of bilingual education-as well as efficient
p‘program evaluation. Sample evaluation 1nstruments and indications for
their use are 1ncluded Series B contains state-of-the-art 1nformation

on theories and research concerning bilingual education, second language

' acquisition, and'conmunicative competgnce as well as teaching models and
.7 :

assessment techniques reflecting'these theories and research. In Series ' ,

C, the content, methods, and materials for teaching effectively in the .

subJect matter areas of mathematics, sc1ence, and social, studies are pre-

sented. Technical vocabulary is included as well as 1nformation on those

~
L) ’ e )
- . . . [
k-3 - .
‘ .
. .
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viii . | »
aspeéts rarely dealt with in xhe monolingual content area course,

- Ser1es D presents the content area of language arts, spec1f1ca11y the
vital know]edge and skills for teaching listening, speak1ng, reading, o,

‘and writing in ;he bilingual classroom. The content of Series E, Actu-

a1izingTPaFent§?‘lnvolvement, is directed toward ihvplving,parents with
. the school system,ahd developing eSsential skills and knowledge for the
décision-making process. . .
- Each packet of the series conta1ns a Teacher Edition and a
Stud?nt.Eq1t1on.' In genera1 the Teacher Edition ihcludes obJectfves
. for thé learning a;tivity, preréquisites, suggested procedures, vo-
‘; éébuléry ora g]ossary'of bf]ingual terminology, 5 b{bliography,.and
| “assessment jnstEuTents as well as all of ﬁhe materials iﬁ the Student , .
. Edition. The materials for the student may be composed of assignments of
readings, case studies written repdrts field work, or other pertinént
= - content., Teach1ng strateg1es may 1nc1ude c]assroom observat1on peer
‘ teach1ng, seminars, cqnferences /or m1cro-teach1ng sessions,
The language used in e7ch of the ser1es is closely synchron1zed with
¢ . spéc1f1c objectives and c](ent populations. The fo]low1ng chart¥111us-

trates the areas of compétencies, languages, and intended c1iente\e.

v S . 4

- ’ . _ COMPETENCIES, LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION AND INTENDED CLIENTELE - .
e . . . o . | .
L/ ¢ AREAS" OF COMPETENCIES LANGUAGE ) CLIENTELE \ "
* DY o "
| SERIES A. Bilingual Program Planning, . English Primarily supervisors\. *
. Implementation, and Evaluation |
[N .
" SERIES-B. Language Proficiency Acquistiod, - Spanish/ Primarily teachers | .
Aisessment, and Communicative Behavior English and supervisors | 5
. .
| IS
| SERIES C..- Teaching nathemancs Science. and Spanish/ Primarily teachers
} ’ . Social Studies - : _English and paraprofessionals
] ¢ . o ) \
SERIES D. Teachin Listening, Speakin Reading 1 - Spanish/ Primarily teachers -
s ° an: Hriging o 9 pe 9 ' English and Paraprofessionals
' i eachers, «
SERIES E. Actualizing Parental Invoivement \gpanish :::::;sl.ya:dlgu;;uﬁ\ty )
e liaisons
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" in addition to the materia'ls describ‘ed “the Center has developed.

a Management Sysg,m/tﬂ‘be used ‘jn conjunction with the packets in the

Ser1es.»»A150 ava11ab1e are four Pract1cums which 1nc1ude a take- home ‘
/ .

packet for the teacher tra1nee

-
4

The design of the materials provides for d1ffer1ng Tevels of 1jn-

-gu1st1c prof1c1ency in Spanish and for d1vers1f1ed levels of knowledge

and academ1c preparat1on through the select1on of ass1gnments and strate-
gies. ‘A variety of methods‘bf test1ng the 1nformat1on and skills faught
1n real or simulated s1tbat1ons is prov1ded a]ong with strateg1es that
u111 allow the instructor to meet 1nd1v1dua1 needs and 1earn1ng ‘styles.
In general, the mater1als are adaptab]e as source materials for a topic
or. as sdpplements to other materials; texts or syllabi. ‘uey prdvide

a mode] that learners can emulate in ‘their.own classroom. It is hdped-

o .

that teacher tra1ners will find the materials motivational and helpfu]

1n,prepar1ng better teachers for the bilingual classroom.

/)’ L .1£‘
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Introduction

»

N [y » ) : . ¥
~ In the past,. most teacher trainingprogramsand,materials have been based

entirely on "expert's" knowledge, personal‘experiences of educators, and the ~

inductive and deductive reasoning of program designers and planners_(California

. State Department of Education). Such information is‘important but not suf-

ficient enough to r1sk making -important educat1onal dec1s1ons TherefOre,

‘these teacher tra1n1ng packets have been developed to bolster the val1d1ty of

Al

knowledge about b1l1ngual education. Emp1r1cal knowledge 1s certa1n to improve

LB }

the ab1l1ty of educators to pred1ct student 0utcomes of d1fferent types of

students, given different types of treatments under d1fferent types of
~ . . 1

cond1t1ons S -

The principles. and appl1cat1on of the theor1es and-research on com-
mun1cat1ve competence (Hymes Canale, Swain, Cummins, Krashen, D1P1etr03 in
_Packet I are synthes1zed and emp1r1cally and experientially operat1onal1zed

_through the teaching models (D1P1etro, Pusey, Calderon, Rubio) ‘in Packet II1.

}mPacket I11 1ntegrates theory and appl1cat1on through discussion of assess-

¥

ment procedures and problems in- terms of language prof1c1ency and academic
achTevement The authors--Cummins, Calderdn, D1;:etro, Pusey, and Rub1o--
have been .working collaborat1vely in search of a research-based theoret1cal‘
framework for bilingual education. These packets represent a collection

of some of the most current information on first and second language acquisi-

tion. The authors hope that these efforts will tr1gger -application and

. 1mprovement of these works for further ref1nement af b1l1ngual programs.

E
[

Xi
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: | Topica’I'Outli'ne_
w}*/ﬂ- . | T e

.'.Demograph1c Context of Bilingual Education

Historical Def1n1t10ns of B111ngua1 Educat1on ;
. ~Commun1cat1Ve Competence Theories - .
.i' First and Second Language Acqu1s1t1on Theoret1ca1 Frameworks

The Myth of Bilingual Handicaps

Mother-Tongue.beve]S%ment as a Positive'Foroe: Research Findings

Implications for Teacher Trainers

Rationale C L
The growing interest in the problems of 1an§uage.minority”students_in
ih the United States has been aocompanied‘by an enormous numper‘of books ,

-

‘~  articles, and conferences filled with "how-to" workshops and materials.
Often;however, advice regarding approaches, methods, strategies,and tech- o
niques for effect1ve1y educating language m1nor1ty students is offered w1th-
out any concern or explanatlon of emp1r1ca1 eV1dence _

For the most part, bilingual educators do coincide in their brogram-”d.
mat1c goa]s That is, regardléss of the approach taken, at the .end of the. '
treatment per1od language minority students shou]d exhibit (1) high 1evels
of English language prof1C1ency, (2) approprrate levels of cogn1t1ve/academ1c
deve]opment, and (3) adequate psychosoc1a1 and” cultural adaustment ¢OBBE,
1981). However, successful atta1nment of these goals is far from being w1de-
'spread Part f the. d1ff1cu1ty can be attr1buted to the abs;nce of a

. theoret1ca1 framework upon wh1¢h programs for language m1nor1ty students can

be based. Without a framework, policy makers, "teacher trainers, and class-.




L room decision makers “are often unab]enta focus consistently‘on the psycho-.
~"social and educetional factors,whieh influence language minority students'
achievement. | # , . ’ ¥ “ . S
This pecket attempts‘toﬁconvey the importance of achieving the EBeve
b/ ~‘: three goalslthrough a research-baeed theoret;cal framework. Concomitantly,
theo;ies and reseaech by- Canale, Swain, Streven, Shuy, Cummins, Krashen,.and |
~ DiPietro are interwovee to preseht a tﬁeoretical framewoek. This framework
_has been empirically tested as a teacher training device for the past 18 . -
s , months and is now enter1ng its observat1on ‘stage at the classroom Tevel,

»

Th1s framework is shared w1th you, the teacher trainer, in hopes that its use

will not only lead to its adaptation and refinement but to the acceptance of By

the tdea of the necessity of a psychoeducational- framework for bi]ihgual;

S

education.

-

Desngn for Packet\l

. PACKET L AND ADDIT IONAL READINGS

This packet conta1ns state-of the-art information:on theories and
| research concernlng bjl1ngua1 education, second 1anguage acquisition, ‘ '\ b
and ;dmmuhieetive competence. A theoret1ca1 framework for integrating
“these theories is"also presented. The packet is de§?gned to stand on its
own, without having to,resoft tououts1de read1ngs for presentat1ons, work-
shops, or seminars. Refe;ences include outside readings and resoufces that

can easily be converted into extra assignments. . o

LEVELS OF DIFFICULTY . o S

This packet is written for'undef@raduate,'graduate, and teacher in-

seryice programs. Adgitionally, the authors recommend that the workshops

»




or the presentations of the theorigs be done for school administrators,

board members,nand parents. T

RELATIONSHIP TO PACKETS II and ITI

d.&. Packets I, II, and III are cyclical in nature and reinforce and add
.to one another For exampfe the theor1es presented in Packet I are con-.
verted into c]assroom pract1ces and methodology in Packet II. These same.
theor1es methods and techn1ques in turn generate specific aisessment
.techniques that:are explained in Packet III. The theory presanted in Pack-
et I is elaborated in relation to the topics in the other two packets.
LY -
A NOTE ON JTH CUMMINS". PAPER (PAIi)T 3)

A deffnite7highlight of Series B--Language Proficiency Acquisition,

¢

Assessment and Commun1cat1ve Behav1or--1s that spec1f1c writing contri-

but1ons were made by~the\FEnown\g soc1ol1ngu1sts Jim Cumm1ns and Robert J.

>

- DiPietro. Packet I, Commun1cat1ve ComEEEence in Bilingual Educat1on--

P

T
o " Theory.and Research, contains in Part 3 an art1c1e7By\J1m Cumm1ns. “A

, Theoret1ca1 Rat1ona1e for Bilingual Educat1on This article‘ﬁs\an e]ab-\
. orat1on of a paper that was presented at the Inter Amer1ca Sympos1um ‘on~

Language Proficiency Assessment in Airlie, VJrg1n1a, in March, 1981. It

js also a condensed version of his paper written for the California State

,".

Department Framework for Bilingual Edqcation; which wi]l'he published

L

later this year. As the California publication implies, Jim Cummins'
theoretical framework will becomg_the framework. for bilingual programs in

’ California.

Prerequisites

e
- There are no prerequisites for this packet. The authors recommend,

~




* . . .
. o .

‘however, that it be used as part one of the total series on cummunicative

competence. By beginning: with Packet I, Theory and Research, and con-'-

tinuing with Packet II, Methods and. Techniques, and Packet'III'Assessing

Communicative Competence, the trainee will have a better basis for discus-

sion and application of these theories.

-

Methodological Procedures:
The content of this packet can be imparted through.the process of

lecture, discussion, or more interesting to adult learners, through a

variety of workshop modes. (See Management System manua]vfor details.)
The activities are based on the principles of Androgogy (adult

learning styles) and are easily adaptable to in-serVice training wofk-

shops or classroom seminars.

Since thedry and lecture have doldrum connotations, the authors

' VndetenminedAthat_aﬁmoceﬁactivemapproach”tomfinternaljzingﬂmthese;theargtical”m;

concepts would be more appealing. Furthermore, especially through in-

'service workshops, these group processes can go from "internalization" . .

to direct "app]icatioq" of knowledge to tasks such as planning, improving,*
or désigning a new syllabus, prdgram, of eva]dgtion paradigm.

(The number of sessions ok presentations needs to be determined by
(1) %evel;'(z) interest, (3)‘format (i.e., course of workshop), and (4)
backg%ound of trainees. For aﬁ undergraduate and graduate course the
mater%a] could be covered in a minimum of nine hours. Norkshobs can be
divided into topics based on Parts 1,'2é 3, and 4. It would depend on
the audience as to the amount of in%ormation they would need. This infor-

mation should also be applied to the trainees' situation to ensure transfer -

| of training. Thus, Activity I&I can be prolonged infb several long-range .

¥
L} 1.

in-service follow-up sessions.

41y
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Inc1uded in the packbt is a pre/pos 'that can be used as a needs

assessment 1nstrument, an evaluat1on 1n§trument, or as d1scuss1on ques-

e

ticns--warm- up exerc1se.

L.

e
REEolute answers are not g1ven for the act1v1t1es s1nce the re-

-sponses are contingent on the content that was covered. However, guide- -

lines, as well as specific pages, paragraphs, or artic]es are g1ven
where they can be found. It 1s hoped that the content will be ta1iored
to meet the aud1ence s need and that the tra1ner/professor add to and

complement this packet as needed. = . . N

.

Materials, Equipment, Sefting .

-

~Charts and figures included in thio packet'can-be made into overhead",

o

transparencies for variety of presentat1on Portions of the narrative

‘can also be dup11cated as handouts.

_ Setting should be 1nforma1,~1end1ng 1tse1f to large and sma]l group -

activities.- Structuring of theory into mini presentat1ons is recommended,

-




Syllabus

{

" ACTIVITY

-

Seminar qr
Workshop

S

. Applying the Theoretical
Framework--lmp11cat1ons for -
Teachers .
3

(Act1v1t1es IT or III 0pt1ona1)

Do Activity iII'

(See Methodo]og1ca1 Procedures
section and. Management System
manual for optiﬁggg)

i .SESSION . LEVEL
1 College course Pre/positest and/or review of
- objectives )
o ‘Lecture: Parts 1 and 2
Assighment: Read Parts 1, 2, 3.
Seminar or Do Activity I
~ Workshop . = .
’ - . Assignment: Distribute Packet I
| /ﬁﬁgﬁ/ 2 College course | Lecture/Discission: Part 3. 7
.| Assignment: - Read Part 4 -4
: Seminar or Do Activity II
. Workshop '
3 College course - Lecture/DistSsion.




- Pretest

1. In the next twenty years the Spahish LEP,population,will:

a. decrease 25%. , .
- . b. concentrate in Colorado, Arizona, and New Mexico, -
\~ c. be the same as the Asian LEP population. )
T d. be 70% of all LEPs in the year 2000.
° e. none of the above. -

2. The Title VIIVi968 Regulatiohs for BilinghalrEducatién:

a. were written to "provide services to the limited English-
proficient students."” _ : : ’
- b. demanded coverage .to include speaking, understanding, read-
ing, and writing. " e L N
c. were for "children who are educationally disadvantaged."”
d. were to create an enrichment program.for the limited English-
- .speaking students, R ‘ B
- e. only a and b of the above.

\ P

3. Research'evidence for the effectiveness of Bi1ingua1 education:

. -was the foundation for the 1968 régu]ations.

a .
" b. is nonexistent. . - - N R .
c. will begin in 1982.
d. is quickly mounting. - ‘ ) .
e. none-of the above. . , o :
. f. only b @nd c are true. e _ R
Y ﬁeseanch hasﬂindicaged that: ' o

a. teachers can be trained to observe children's language
behavior and to make good esti
to perform in school.. : R

 b. the most effective program for developing, English skills is
£ one with 75% English instruction and 25% Spanish instruction.

c.  the most effective program far developing English skills is

one with 50% English instruction and 50% Spanish instruction.

“.d. only a and b are true. K
e. none of the above. ) : CoL
~f. only a and c are true.

5. English-as-a-Second-language methods,'techniqges,and tests in the U.S.

are based on: ‘ : A _ .
a. audiolingual approaches.
b. Chomsky and Bloomfield theories.
c. mastery of language structure. _
~ d. emphasis of form rather than function. A
- 3."61T“6f‘theaﬁove;:“~~’v»‘ —— e

none of the above.

mates. of the children's ability -

P




6
. : . *
6. Communicative competence means: o . . - ¢
.a. emphasis is orf form rather than funct1on. R
b, grammatical, sociolinguistic, and strategic ab111t1es.
. c. focusing onm particular settings, functions, and notions. : =
d. -focus1ng only on phonology, morpho]ogy, lexical 1tems,and :
- syntax: . . L
e. onlyaandd of “the above. - : ot - '
f. only b and c of the above. ‘ o . <
7. Current second language acquls1t1on theory indicates that : - v
a. there are two separate processesdfor develop1ng a sec nd lan=
'guage. acqu1s1t1on and learning, -
b. grammatical structures are acquired in a pred1ctab1e order, -
c. learning of grammar is much more-1mportant and: develops ‘
fluency, '
d. students acquire structure by focus1ng on: gra at1cal forms -
-and analyzing them. :
e., by simply<providing’ comprehens1b1e 1nput spoken fluend} w111 -
not emerge. °
L - f. students should beg1n to ta]k from the f1rst day of class.
.8 . |
8. B111ngua1 education programs e Ve
PO g g
a. confuse ch11dren and reduce their chances of academ1c successt
b. such as the Rock Point NavaJo study prove that ear1y~Yead1ng
. instruction in English is best for achievement. \
o €. such as the Edmonton Ukrainian-English found that students who
e - —- - - were less- fluent in Ukrainian were-able to detect ambiguities- T
in English- sentence structures better than the fluent kra1n1an
“ group. - :
d. should not encourage m1nor1ty parents to sw1tch to Eng11sh 1n o
. - the home. . ‘ ‘
e. all of the abdve.
f. none of the above.
k 9. A theoret1ca1‘framework for bilingual education should consider:
a. that academic sk1lls are 1nterdependent in L1 and L2,
b. that the ‘more context-reduced and cognitively demanding the
o/ . language task, the more it will be related to achievement.
B c. the developmenta] aspects of communicative prof1ciency in terms
‘ of the degree of.active cogn1t1ve involvement in the task or
- activity. ’ ; , -
d. only b and c are true. o - S
.e.- all of the above, S . .-
o f. none of the above b ' '

" 10. Teacher

- b_,

~— . . .a. are too-heavy on~theory~andwtoo-11ght on app11cat1on.~4~*44***** o
o are for the most part conducted 1n Engl1sh.

- ) i 2

training programs for bilingual education:




_utilize professional
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in English, :
focus their language
all of the above,
a, b, and c-only,
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BICS:
" CALP:

CESS:

Form:

\ o ~ Glossary

\ .

\Basic Interpersona] Commun1cat1ve Skills

éognitive/Academ1c Language Proficiency )
Cnnldren s English and Services Study .

The aspect of language that deals with phonology, morphology, S
, vocabulary, the smal]est units of ana]ys1s.

~Function: The aspect of language that dea]s w1th meaning, the analys1s

of discourse.

(a) function: what people do as means of language; 1i.e., to-assert,

L1:

quest1on, persuade, apolog1ze, etc.

»

F1rst ganguage

L2: Second Language . |

‘LEP; L1m1ted Eng11sh Prof1c1ency ‘

NACBE: 'Nat1ona1 Advisory Counc11 for B111ngua1 Educat1on : .
-~NELBi‘ | Non-Eng11sh Language Background - '

Notion: By perform1ng "funct1ons, people express, refer to a-"notion" 5

- e.g., they will apologize for be1ng late.
OBBE:: Office of B111ngua1-B1cu1tura1 Education Ca11forn1a ‘State - S 1.fmi—

Department of Edupat1on

S .
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Ob ieotives |

.PART 1 } } _
hUpon the complet1on of Part 1, the student will be able to.

1. Cite the demograph1c proJect1ons for LEP students by age, language,
- and major concentration by state through c1t1ng the CESS and NELD LEP
~ studies, T .

2. Discuss the 11m1tat1ons in the foundat1ons of bilingual educat1on by
giving examples and 1mp11cat1ons of the language text of the T1t1e VII
Regu]at1ons.

, . .

3. D1scuss past‘and present research efforts 1n b111ngua1 educat1on by
c1t1ng Troike,- Legarreta,and SNRL :

‘ . . v ¥
R [ v
PART 2 - . . ST

Upon the comp]et1on of Part 2, the student w111 be able to:

- 4, D1scuss past and present trends in language acqu1s1t1on theories by

descr1b1ng the change in emphasiis “from form to function.

‘5. Discuss the difference begyeen from- and funct1on by exp1a1n1ng the i
"~ - Shuy iceberg representat1on. . .

6} Dlst1ngu1sh between three approaches “to language acqu1s1t1on—-gram-
mat1ca1, commun1cat1ve, and situational. )

7-~Eresent a communicative competence framework by uS1ng the Hymes Shu,)g_l

‘ or’Cahale and Swain representatlon L mtu,w,u

8. Explain the d1fference between "acqu1s1t1on“ and "1earn1ng" and 1ts

' implications by c1t1ng ‘Krashen. ‘ .

n

9, List at least S1x principles or prem1ses of second language teach1ng - ;

by citing Strevens. c

' .
PART 3 |
'By_citing Cummins' work, the student/trainee will be able’tO»discussf C
11. At least three m1sconcept1ons ‘or myths about b111ngua1 educat1on
12. At 1east f1ve pos1t1ve research f1nd1ngs of b111ngua1 programs

13. The 11ngu1st1c interdependence between L1 and,L2. | -

10. Discuss the five hypotheses for second language acquisit1on by c1t1ng .
. Krashen. - ‘ SR o

oo
o




B111ngua1 prof1c1ency

14, |
15. Separate‘under1y1ng prof1c1ency
16. >Common under1y1ng ‘proficiency.
: 17;. Impl1cat1ons fbr b111ngua11sm in the home
18!» The qu1ck-ex1t fallaoy of trans1t1ona1 programs
'=f59 A theoret1ca1 framework for b1lingua1 educat1on
EABI;Q ' iv . o N

: €. o » Vo : : P )
“Upon. the completion of Part 4, the student will be able to discuss the
1mp11cat1ons by the proposed framework for teacher tra1n1ng, syllabus

;des1gn, and mater1als development ' .

BN .
-
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Part 1-—-Bilingual Education: State of the Art

.“BEMOGRAPHIC CONTEXT OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION

. ’ \

In 1978 the Children's English and?Services,Study (CESS) was l&unched
by the National Institute of Education to obtain counts of limitedﬂEnglisn-
i prof1c1ent (LEP) children in the nat1on and in three states. California,

'.u' c - Texas, and New York. Subsequentl s the Non- Engl1sh Language Background

:and L1m1ted English Prof1C1ency‘ tudy (NELB-LEP Projection Study) was '
1n1t1ated to prov1de in- depth data on LEP students in terms of ade, lan-
guage, and state The resu1ts of these stud1es (CESS and NELB- LEB) pro- '

vided the folTow1ng current data and current trends. ) \

LEP Resu]ts by Language e » \

Span1sh As1an.and non Span1sh/non-As1an LEP popuiat1on al]
experienced slight declines during the decade of the 1980s
but are projected to rise strongly or return to the or1g1na1
1eve1 until the year 2000.

Between 1976 and 2000 there is an increase of 880,000 among
5- to 14-year-ald LEP students. Of this number, 840 000 (95. a%)

are accounted for by the Spanish LEP population.

. Spanish LEPs ages 5 to 14 years, move from 1.8 m1111on (71%
of all LEPs) in 1976 to 2.6 million (77% of all LEPs) in

. 2000 . 4 o . a

. As1an LEPs, ages 5 to 14 years, include approx1mate1y 13
'm1111on in both 1976 and 2008. _

Non= Span1sh/non-As1an LEPs, ages 5 to 14 _years, amount to B
.6 million in 1976 and the same number in 2000.

LEP to NELB ratios (LEP rates) vary cons1derab1y by language,

with the highest LEP rates (.75) found among Spanish and
‘Vietnamese populations, the usual range being .41 to .53.

LEP Results by Age

.o , . There is a slightly greater overall increase in 5- to 9-year- N
S ' . 0ld LEPs than in 10- to 14-year-old-LEPs. between 1976 and '

2000

19 o ,
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The younger age group moves from 1.3 m1111qn.to 1.8 million, .
ahd the older age group 1ncreases from 1 3 million to 1.6 m1111on

. Lep Resu]tssgifMajor States ... o
!" ‘\
Ca11forn1a and Texas show overall gains in number of LEPs
between 1976 and 2000 (California, 6 million to .9 million; -

‘Texas, .5 million to .9 million), while New York stays the °
,same at .5 milljon in 1976 and 2000.

. LEPs are more highly concentrated than NELBs in these three
" states, with. the percentage of the.national LEP population
" clustered in these states increasing from 63% to 67% between
1976 and' 2000, as .compared to the percentage of the national
-NELB popu]at1on in these states rising from 45% to 48% in
that period. : B

l

LEP Results by Language and Age

The youngér Spanish LEP population grows fastér in numbers
than the older Spanish LEP population between 1976 and 2000
{ages 5 to 9, .9 million to 1.4 million; ages 10 to 14,

.9 m1111on to 1.2 million).

There is.a pronounced increase in the number of younger Asian
LEPs between 1976 and 2000- (70,000 to 81,000) and slight drop
in older As1an LEPs (56,000 to 54,000].

There is little change in the numbef of non- Span1sh/nen-
Asian LEPs in both age groups between 1976 and 2000 (.3 mil-
~ Tion in each group in 1976 and 2000). _

~LEP Results by Language and State ' R

The Spanish LEPs are concentrated largely in the three key
states of California, Texas, and New York. ,

of the total growth of 5- to 14-year -old LEPs proaeqted to
reach 880,000 between 1976 and 2000, a full 700,000 (79. 5%)
come from just the Span1sh—speak1ng LEPs in these three ,
states.

These results have ser1ous 1mp11cat1ons for b111ngua1 education plann1ng

- First, it 1s clear that Span1sh LEPs will become an 1ncreas1ng]y 1mpor-

tant factor 12§epucat1on in the next twenty years. Second, the geo-

graph1c concenitration of NELBs and LEPs w111 be within three states

Ca11forn1a Texas, and New York Third, a]though NELB groups will tem-

20 215




‘ deficit theory of bilingua] education.

> I

PO T
0 )

; pox\gfiy decrease during the 1980s. they will a11 increase aga1n hy the
end of the century. Afthough a more comp]ete study wil] be available in

1982 based on the 1980 census, the above data demonstvate a clear need

, for a- national mu1t1p1e-1anguage educat1on po]1cy (NACBE, 1980-81)

'

4

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION T . ¥

e

. The concept of b111ngua1 education was supported :by Congress with. .

the passage of the B111ngua1 gducat1on Act of 1968.

- for‘the development of bilingual educa&ion,derived from (1) the failure

‘of L2 literacy skills in minority language children and {2) the "1in-
.guistic mismatch" between the language of'the home and the language of
the school Teading to retardation n academic skills (UNESCO, 1953; U.S.

Comm1ss1on on Civil R1ghts, 1975). The focus of the ONESCO statement,

"It is axiomatic that the best medium for teaching a ch11d is h1s mother

tongue," gave rise to b111ngua1 education. - .. T e
Unfortunate]y, the langnage that created the program and 1ts subse-

quent amendments also plaeed the program at a disadvantage. For example,

the 1968 enactment prov1des services to ". .. ch11dren who are educa-

tionally disadvantaged g ause of their\ingp&41ty to speak_Engl1sh .« o e

(Senate report 90-726,'p.49). The term d1sadvantaged gave rise to a

It became a remed1a1 and compen-
_ satory program rather than an enrichment program. .
In 1974 the amendments still concentrated on the def1n1t1on "ch11dren
of limited English-speaking ab111ty. But by 1978, the law expanded the
act s coverage to include speak1ng, understand1ng, read1ng, and wr1t1ng

into a new term: “children of limited Engl1sh proficiency."

"THE RECORD TO DATE

How, then, has bilingual education served Hispanic children under

21 ' K
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A the impact of federal legislative, Judicial, and admihistrative action?

Alan Pifer, in his president's annual statement of the Carnegie Corpo-

° ration findsqthat:

. . . bilingual programs were launched hastily, with

little empirical evidence of "what works," without

adequate diagnosis of children's varying linguistic

needs, without properly trained teachers or-appro-

priate curricular materials, and often without the 0
strong support of school administrators. (Pifer, 1979) ~

However, Pifer continues to .say that much of the fault can be laid on the ’
. laxity in federal planning and supervision; »

As R. Troike poi .ted out in his "Research Evidence for fhe Effective-
ness of Bilingual'Educafiﬁn," before 1978 leSS‘than;fZS percent of Title vII
“funds wére spent for basic and operational résearch.~ The first Bilingual
Education Act included no funds for research at all.. The empﬁasis was on , : °

ediate actdion. ‘Troike's ple; was heard,_and $2 mi]]jon were given for

research in 1979; $4.6 million were spent in 1980; and $6 million ﬁere
appropriated in 1981. Adaitionally, evidence is quickly ;oupting that, - .

- given favorable circumstances, bilingual education programs can be suc-

‘cessfut. Dr. Cummins' faper.in Part 3 will elaborate on these findings. ~

-

% T - ’ -

o

AdeTIONAL RESEARCH NEEDED \

The Natfbhal Advisory Council for Bilingual EdUbation‘jdentifies in
its 1980-81" report two areas of inquiry needed to determine the effective-
ness of program implementaﬁion. These are: |

(1) Studies to identify the type, ;1evel, and quality of im-
plementation of programs presently offered to—LEP_chil-
dren where the focus should be on the components d?\fﬂg\'
struction rather than typologies such as maintenance or e

_ transitional programs. These components should include

' . -~ program entry and exit criteria, assessment approaches,
language:of instruction, duration of program; quality
of staffing, instructional strategies, etc.

s : o ‘ ) ' )
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(2) Studies to identify the relationship between instructional
processes and student outcomes in order to determine what
types of instructional activities are successful for which

. types of students (e.g., different language groups, dif-
ferent levels of cognitive development, different settings).

Studies along thése lines aré beginning to Bé conducted in several
parts of the country. A study carried out by Leg&rreta‘(1977) in California
cémpared thg effgctiveness of three approaches to‘bilingugl education with
the effectiveness of two Eng]ish-on]y approaches in developing English
cémmunicative competence of Spanish-background'children at the kinderga}é
ten 1eyé1. GThe three approaches Qere foqnd to be significantly superior
to the tonEnglish-only approaches in dgveloping Eng]ish‘ski]ls.,ﬁThe ‘

.

most effective program of the three bilingual approaches whs one5with

' balanced bilingual usage (50 percent English, 50 percent Spaniéhff‘ﬁ:

"The Southwest Education Development Laboratory in\gean“is»in‘fhe

process‘of condudting a seven-year study which will track the reading prog- .

ress of'appfékimate]y 400 children from kindergarten through grade four.
Among the learner chéracteristics ;hey are viewing are cognitive style,
cognitive deve]opﬁent, degree of bilingualism, and level of linguistic
éwéren;ssf Their second year of’the study has yielded the following im-
plications for the classroom teacher:

1. Look at these children as individuals.

2. Ledrn all you can about each child's ability in his/her
two languages as well as his/her patterns of language use.

3. _Recognize that these children generally have a language
that serves them well for interpersonal communication.
It is rich in vocabulary and syntactic structures and ‘n
the functions. of language needed in social interaction.

4. " Notice whether or not the child is experienced in the form
of language needed for the classroom. It may well be that

a greater emphasis should be pldced on school-related lan-
_guage in the materials and instruction specifically desig-
nated for oral language development. -

L3
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5. Keep in mind that .oral language test scores of young chil-
dren may not provide a reliable picture of the child's
language resources. Teachers can be trained to observe
children's language behavior and to make. reasonably good
estimates of the children's ability to perform in the
schoo] sett1ng. .

What these and other studies concerningvbi]ingual‘edhcation imply is that
>

basic theoreticai framework is necessary before manyiof the above issues

can be addressed.

2d
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Part 2-—A Theoretlcal Framework for Com(nunlcatlve
Approaches to Second Language Acqunsition

N

: It is often said that language teaching in the past few decades has shifted »
the emphasis away from "mastery of language use to mastery of language structure"
(Brumfit; 1979). This emphasis on teaching structure is manifested not only in
the aud1ol1ngua1 methodolog1es but also in sy]]abus and school distr1ct curric-
ulum development. ‘ . ' . |

The language teacher S emphas1s on mastery of structure has its foundat1ons
on the empha51s within 11ngu1st1cs Amer1can 11ngu1sts based on B]oomf1e1d .

(1933) and Chomsky (1957) ana]yses have restr1cted themselves to the study of

‘ form. In turn, this emphas1s on form has only provided-alternative strateg1es

for teaching grammar. Tests have been developed based on these same foundations,
and success or fa11ure in language learn1ng 1s measured by “the student's ab111ty
to man1pu1ate the structures of language. .

This heavy emphas1s on form has brought about a react1on aga1nst the v1ew

of language as a set of structures. ‘Tf‘Ts~a~nea£§129\Eguard a view of language |

as communication, a v1ew in which meaning and funct1on p]ay a centra] part

(Brumfit & Johnson, 1979). Th1s latter view became known as the funct1ona1

approach to communicative competence.

- COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE THEORIES

In- 1972 De] Hymes saw commun1cat1ve competence as the interaction of
grammat1ca1 (what is formally. poss1b1e) psycho]1ngu1st1c {what is feasible .

in terms of human information process1ng), soc1ocu1tura] (what 1s .the sociat

'mean1ng or value of a given utterance), and probab111st1c (uhat actua11y

occurs) systems of competence. ’

o
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” Rogek"shuy describes communicative cdmpetence in terms of the fo]]oﬂjﬁg B
. ' . _ A\ Ce
flow-chart (Figure 1): , , i . \\ Lo
; - ~
COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE - | L -
LINGUISTIC  SOCIOLINGUISTIC: :
- COMPETENCE COMPETENCE SR
PHONOLOGY _ DRAL INTERACTION o
| : " VOCABULARY ~ - SPECIFIC ‘FUNCTIONS TOPIC'T‘ o
T CGRAMMR - WARRATIVE ABILITY (o
. B WORD SEMANTICS REFERENCE ABILITY . 'SETTlNé -
- 'SEQUENCE C S
STYLES SHIFTING  J -~ -~ " N\
. © Flewmel .. " L
(From R; W. Shuy. "Communicative Competence." A presentation . : o
at Multidistrict Teacher Trainers Institute, Redlands, CA, 1980, oo
s ~ and Coachella, CA, 1981. By permission.) L
Dr. Shuy also represents the“form and function distinctionsitthUQh an

14

jceberg metabhor;(Figure 2). The surface elements are those_that are

'téught'in ESL c}assesifo’thg same student, ;ear aften year, as he/she
moves from one grade to ahb}her."The e]éments under theiﬂster--thase
that}aE; difficult to see, to measure, and to féach through Audiolingual
and grammarrbaéedfMchods--afeathe elements that .are necesséry for a
student to;aéhjeve academically. | : : L

Canale and- Swain (1980) make the "form" and "function" distinction

through three approaches:

O ‘ . .. . l . 26 13_;_




SURFACE

MECHANICS -

DISCOURSE'

. * SYNTAX
. . o COHESION
. DISCOURSE COMPREHENSION SEMANTIC/
, ' PRAGMATIC
. ) DEEP FUNCTIONS  FUNCTIONS MEANING
: FUNCTION

3.

O F1GuRE 2

URFACE REPRESENTATJON OF THE

A Deep TO
NGUAGE

LANGUAGE LONTEXT ASPECTS OF

(From R. M. Shuy. “Assessing Oral Language Abilities in Ch'ﬂdren.“
In L. Feagans and D. C.° Farran, [Eds.], Ihe Lanauaqe of Children .
, Figure 9.1, p. 185. Copyright 1982 by Academic

.Press, New York. By permission.)

S

Grammatical apbfo&ch--one that is based on linguistic or
grammatical forms (i.e., phonological, morphological,
syntactic patterns, lexical jtems). :

Communicative or functional/notional approach--based on
pommunicative‘functions (i.e., apologizing, describing,

inviting, promising).

Situational approach--focusing on particular setting or
situations (i.e., situational dialogues).

Accg:ging to Canale and Swain, an intégrative theory of communicative
~ competence may .be regarded as one in whica,theré\is a synthesis of know1-

edge of basic grammética] prinCip]és, knowledge of how language is used

o . : o - . ,t27 - '»:32




in social contexts to perform communicative functions and knowledge of
‘ how utterances and’ cmmmunicative functions can be comb1ned according to
~the princip]es of discourse. These three components can be represented

through a flow-chart similar to Shuy's (Figure 3).

)

- Communicative Compete'nce

e uaumsus"c Y

PHONOLOGY ~ Topic "  GRAMMATICAL
MoRrRPHOLOGY " - RoLE OF PARTICIPANTS SOCIOLINGUISTIC
LexicaL ITems SETTING '
SYNTAX : , NqRMs OF INTERACTION
SEETENCE GRAMMAR APPROPRIATE ATTITUDE
EMANTICS
. . REGISTER

FiGure 3

o

The proponents of this framework a]so‘argue'that the primary goal of a
communicative approach must he t0'fangitate the integrationioi these
types of knowledge.“ That is; teacher;-shouid not emphasize one component
'over another but rather faci]itate the student's_development:of grammat -
ical, sociolinguistic, and strategic competence. Their'concept of inte-

gration also igcludes focusing on speaking, listenina, reading, and writ-

ing rather than a subset of these skills, Other principles that the au- .

thors caution teachers to adhere to are:

1. The second 1anguage learner must have the opportunity to
take part in meanmingful communicative interaction in reai-
istic situations. This is significant not only to class-
room act1v1t1es but to testing as well,

.°¢,, 33
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2. Optimal'use must .be made of tho'se aspects of communicativ
- competence that the learner has developed through acquisi-

- -tion and use of the native language and that are common to
. those communication skills required-in~the}second’language. )

‘ SEEOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION THEORY
' Sa]iént fgaturesqu second language learning; as it ha§ been abbrOached
in Europe fbr.some fiQe to eight years (and now caming toAlight in the Uni ted
states), follpw the;e trends: | |

First, it is moving away from teacher-centered, creativity-
engendering, custom-designed approaches.

Second, teachers are abandoning overly simplistic ideas about.. '
_— teaching and learning, including the fallacy of a unique pre- .
S ferred methodology, in favor of a more difficult and complex ‘ =
analysis of individual learner needs. , :
Third, second language learn{ng now emergeS'as'a pkocess and .
a task that requires knowledge of the mind of the learner, the - ~
' nature of language, and the skill of the teacher (Strevens,
- < 1977). : ' . i
One popular feature of this current theoﬁetical'épproach'is’the dis-
tinttionistrGVens makes between the role of the student and the role of :
the teacher. The term acquisition means learning a language withbut)the'
. benefit of a teacher, and the term learning means learning with a teacher.
- This language learning/teachingAprOcess is what current methodologies at-
fempt.to deal with. The trend is‘tqward;activftfes'and‘language that are
- student generated (acquisitidn) rather than teacher\direbféd,»planned, and"
;'impbsed (1earning). Or stated in other terms, "learning" happens through
" focus on grammar, ”acquisitidn"'through a focus on function.
peter Strevens (1977), describing the current British premises, in-
cluded the following: ’

— The teacher has a function in the total intellectual and
moral development of the learner, not just his <language.

— English is a part of. the total curriculum.

29 3
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pr1nc1pals of.grading .are carried out with more f]ex1b111ty

A prior selection of language items to be taught is generally

arrived at first, then this is integrated with an 1nventory
of top1cs, ro]es, contexts, and situatiogs. .° .

— That which is se]ected for teach1ng is expected to be sup-
plemented by.whatever emerges from the topics, roles, con-
texts, or situations.

— The choice of content 1n the sy11abus, its arrangement, its : C
— A d1st1nct1on between form and function is made so that it
is not just the meaning of a sentence that is taught, but
its value as an.utterance.
4 — The student is at first spopnfed by either the teacher
: -ar the materials, but. later hoth controlled and "natural"
'~mater1als are presented. The control at this later stage :
concentrates on areas of deficiency in the learner S knowl- S o
edge. . L . o
\

~— "Don't just satisfy the_]earher, stretch him!"
- Grammar is taught exp]icitly only if it is helpful to do so;

— The teacher d1sposes of a wide array of teaching techniques
including full-class techniques, group techniques, 1nd1v1dua1
- techniques.

— The good teacher br1ngs to the language 1earn1ng/1anguage :
"~ teaching situation the establishment of conf1dence, morale,
- - interest, and motivation.

In the United States, Krashen (1979, 1981) has recently capsuled
these thebret1ca1 prem1ses into‘five hypotheses emphas1z1ng a more |

natura] approach

1. The acquisition-learning hypothesis states that there are
two separate processes for the development of ability in
a second language: (1) via acquisition which is similar
'to the way children develop their L1 competence and
(2) via "learning" which is an explicit presentation of
rules and grammar and empha51zes error correction.

2. The natural order hypothe51s states that acqu1rers ac-
quire (not learn) grammat1ca1 structures in a predict-
-able order. ‘

3. The monitor hypothesis states the relationship between
acquisition and learning. Acquisition is far more im-
portant and develops f{uency, but conscious. 1earn1ng
can be used as an ed1tor, a mon1tor o

|
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4. The input gxgothesis says (1) tRat the student acquires
by understanding Tanguage that contains input containing
- structures that are "a bit beyond™ the acquirer's” current
level; (2) that the student acquires structure by focus-
_ing on meaning for understanding messages-and not focus-
. "ing on the forms of the input or analyzing it; (3) that
. the best way to teach spéaking is.simply by providing
: "comprehensible input"; that is, fluency in speaking
‘emerges naturally without being taught directly. Also,
there should be a silent period before the student is
ready to talk. Speech will come’when the acquirer is
.- ready; (4) that the-.best input should not be grammati-
cally sequenced, but provide situations involving genu-
ine communication with structures being constantly pro-
vided and automatically reviewed.. :

. 5. The affective filter hypothesis deals with the effect of
personality, motivation; anxiety, self-confidence, etc.,
. of a student. Acquirers in a less than optimal affective
state will have a filter, or mental block, preventing them
from utilizing input fully for further language acquisition.

THE NEED YO FOCUS ON STRATEGIC COMPETENCE

According to CanaTe and Swain (1980);with'the exception of Savignon- '
(1972).and Stern (1978); no communicative competence theorists (prior to \\\“‘
"“1980)'hadAdeVotéd any detailed attention to communication strategies tﬁét"
spea&grs émp]oy to handle breakdowns in communication: for example, how
to éeal\with false starts, hesitations, and other pgrformaﬁce factors,
how té évoid grammatité]’forms that have not been mas;éred fully, how to
address strangers when unsure qf their socialAstatus—-in short, how to
cope in'an quthentic communicative situation and how to keep the communi -
cative channel open. ‘ A |
| Fortunately, Jim Cummins (see Part 3 of this backet) pfovideé a
framework fdr analyiing the strategic component; but more!"bortantly;

DiPietro has déveloped a-model that focuses on, the strategies and inte-

~ grates the grammatical and sociolinguistic dimensions as well. kSee Part

3 of Packet II-- Methods and Téchhiques for Cbmmdnicative“Competence in

Bilingual Education.
' &

&)
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SUMMARY

-

S §

A theoretical framework for communicative competence ‘should:

1.

4.

Make a distinction between form and function, not for the
purpose of dichotomizing the construct but for purposes of
teacher training.and materials development.

Take into consideration grammatical sociolingu1stic, and
strategic development.

Contain basic principles of second language acqu1sition
théory.

consider the students' level of primary language

The elements of numbers 1 2, and 3 have. glready been presented The'

next step is to 1dent1fy the re]ationship between first and second lan-

. guage deve]opmenta] processes. Dr. Cummins ana]yzesitpis'relqtionship and

presents a framework thet-merées communiéative,competence,with bilingual

education (see Part 3).

1=
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.,Part 3—A Theoretlcal Ratlonale for Bllmgual
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Education® 6

Parents of minority language chtldren often try to use Engllsh'in_

]

. communicating with their children in the home because they feel that the '

usé of their mother tongue (L1) may confuse children and reduce their -

chances of academic success. This fear of bilingualism is sometimes re-
a-lnforced by teachers'who advise parents to use Engl1sh as much as possible

ﬁ1n the home in order té help their children to become fully prof1c1ent in that
" language. S1m1larly, some teachers and administrators have expressed -mis-

’gﬁvings about bilingual education programs on the grounds.that if~mlnority
;children-are deficient in English, then they need instruction in English,;
‘not,ﬁn their L1. These teachers often tend to see L1 1nstruct1on as under-

m1n?ng their efforts to teach children Engl1sh

“-These bel1efs about the negat1ve effects of using L1 in the home and
school are‘based on misconceptions regarding the central role of language
in childrenhs edncational development and the specific ways ln nhich bi-
lingualism affects this development ‘Recent research findings from many

parts of the world show clearly that ma1nta1n1ng and develop1ng Ll through

. ps1ng it as a medium of instruction for.a maJor part of, the school day has

no negative effects. on the development of L2 and in many cases has very

p051t1ve effects both on the development of L2 and on. other academ1c sk1lfs

(see Cumm1ns, 1979a, 1980) Before considering some of this research itis d
worth examining how the~m1sconceptjons about b1l1ng/741sm and mother tongue

maintenance arose. e

_ * Nritten by Jim Cummins, The Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, Toronto, Ontario,
Canada. -

r
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THE. MYTH OF BILINGUAL HANDICAPS

-

The image of bilingualish asfa'negatdve farce in children's'development
~ Was especia11§ comqmon in the early part of this cehtury when most teathers'
of mjhority'language children,sawabilingUalism almost as a disease which
not only caused confusion ih children's thinking but also prevented |
children'frOm becoming "good Americans u Therefore, they felt that a pre-
condition for teaching ch11dren the school language was the eradication .
of their b111ngualism Thus ch11dren were often punished for speak1ng
their L1 in school and. were made to feel ashamed of their own langudge and
cultural background It is not surprising that research studies conducted
dur1ng this period (see Darcy, 1953 for a review) often found that bilin-
gual ch11dren did poorly at school and that many exper1enced emotional con-
flicts. Children were ‘made to feel, that it was necessary to reject the
home culture in order to belong tq the maJor1ty culture and often ended
up unable to”tdentify fully w1th e1ther cultural group. D y
However, rather than considering the possihi]ity that thefschooi's (
treatmeht of minority children~mi§ht be a cause of their’lach'of.success,z
teachers, researchers, and administrators seized oh ‘the abvious scapegoat
and blamed children's failure on their bilingualism. The research find-
ings were interpreted to mean that there'is only so much space or |
capacity available;in‘cdr brains for 1anguage; therefore, if we-divide
that Space}between two languages, neither language will develop properly,' "
and intellectual confusion will result. -Recent research findings and
eraluationS'of programs which have promoted children's L1 in the schoOl
shcw clearly that the poor academic‘performance of many bilingual chil-

' drehhms caused, not by their bilingualism, but by the attempts of the

schgol to eradicate their pilingualism. These findings show clearly that

et - 2t 28
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~ when their L1 is promoted by the school. o

a
-

. . . -
a : . ’r

,bilingnalism can be a positive force in minority children's development

Tt

"trolled recent evaluations.of bilingual programs. ' K

’ competence'in Spanish-tackground kindergarten children. The three bi-

_ MOTHER TONGUE DEVELOPMENT AS A POSITIVE FORCE: °RESEARCH FINDINGS

The beneficial effetts of bilingualism en& L1 deve]opment‘on minofrity

children's educational progress can be illustrated by seven carefully con-
. 1] » ’ R .

) ‘ m. | .. . ) | . ‘ * .

1. Rock Point Navajo Study. Before the b111ngua1 program was started

in 1971, ch11dren were two years behind.U.S. norms in English reading by

G2
the end of sixth grade despite 1ntens1ve teach1ng of Engl1sh as a second,

language The b111ngua1 program used Navajo as the major initial med1um of '
1nstruct1on and cont1nq§d its-use throughout elementary sc ool English |

o

reading instruction was de]ayed unttl Navajo.reading sk1lls were well es-
tablished (nid-grade‘z).f By the end of the sixth grade, children in the
bilingual program yere performing sTightly above U.S. grade norms in Eng-

lish reading desbite tonsiderablylleSs expdsure to English thén,previously

" (Rosier & Farella, 1976). - ° _ | | e ' * .

+
-2 ~ -
s
>

2.-‘Legerreta Study:‘ Direct ESL - Bilingual Comparison. A study "

carried out by Dorothy Legarreta (1979) in Califorfia compared the effec-
tiveness of three types of'bilingual treatments with two types of English-

only treatments in facilitating‘the development of English éqmmunjcative N

N

5
1ingual treatments were found to be s1gn1ficant1y super1or to the two

Engl1sh -only treatments in developing Engl1sh language sk1lls. The most

effective program was one with balanced b111ngua1 usages(50 percent

English, 50 percent Span1sh)
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S
3. Nestor School Bilingual Program Evaluation. The Nestor program

1n San D1ego involved both :Spanish-_and English-background students and
used a team teach1ng approach in which instrtction in the early grades
was primarily through the child's L1. Gradually the proportion of instruc- .

tion in L2 was increased until, by fourth grade, approximately 50 percent

< . of instruction was through each language. . The evaluation of the program

‘(Evaluation Associates% 1978) showed that Spanish-<background students

gained an additiona] 36 of a year 's growth'in Eng]1sh read1ng for each

" successive year they spent in the bilingual program Spanish-background
vstudents who had spent f1ve years or more in the bilingual program at the
eiementary Tevel tended to perform s]ight]y better in English reading than
the schoo]‘average at the junior high school level despite the fact that
at least 37 percent of the comparison group were or1g1na11y native Eng11sh
speakers .In.mathematics the sixth grade Span1sh -background ch11dren in
the Nestor program were over. a year ahead of the Spanish speakers in the

. compar1son district and only one month behind grade,]eve].’ The English-
background participants ihithe Nestor‘bilingual program performed at a
higher ]evei than the comparison group on a large majority of measures;

-

however, this may be due to a selection bias.

4. Santa Fe Bilingual Program. In the schools involved in this pro—

gram, Spanish was used for between 30 and 50 percent of the school day

throughout elementary sch001 It was found that ch11dren enro]]ed‘:h the
‘b111ngua1 program consistently performed s1gn1f1cant1y better than the ' .
contro]vgroup.(1n an\Eng]1sh—on1y program)‘1n both reagtng and mathematics.
Children enroi]ed contihuous]y.in the bilingual program from. second grade :

caught up wi h U S. norms in Erg. sh reading by

-h"

ifth grade and stayed

close in sixth grade. In math this group surpassed the national averages

-
-



in,fourth grade and maintained an equal or supefior status through sixth
grade (Leyba, 1978). | | |

Ten other well-controlled evaluations in the U.S. confext showing N
similar patterns of findingsfa;é reviewed by Troike 11978). The séme pat-
tern emérges‘from evaluations of bilingual programs in other countries.

Consider just three examples.

1. Sodertalje Program for Finnish Immigrant Children in Sweden.

~ The findings of this evaluation are very similar to those of thé Rock Point

Navajo evaluation. Finnish children in Swedish-oniy programs were found to
pe?form worse in Finnish than 90 percent of equivalent socioeconomic status

Finnish children in Finland and worse in Swedish than about 90 percent of

gram, however, used Finnish as the major initial language of instruction
and continued its use throughout elementary school. Swedish became the

major language of instruction from third grade. Byusixth grade, children's

. performance in this program in both Finnish and Swedish was almost at the

Ll

same level as that of Swedish-speaking children in Finland, which was a
considerable improvement in bbth ldnguages compared to their performance

in Swedish-only programs (Hanson, 1979).

y -

2. Manitoba Francophdne Studx. A large-scale study carried out by

Hébert et al. (1975) among third, sixth, and ninth grades, in which minor-
ity francophone students in ‘Mani toba were receiving'Varying amounts of in-

struction through the medium of French, found that the amount of French-

” - ‘medium instruction showed no relationship to children's achievement in

English.” In other words, francophone students receiving 80 pefcent in-
struction in French and 20 percent instruction in English did just.as -well

in English as students receiving 80 percent instruction in English and 20

37 -

- Swedish children (Skutnabb-Kangas & Toukomha, 1976). The Sodertalje pro-




percent in French. However, the amount of ingtruction in French was posi- -

tive]&’related%to achievement in French. Ix other words, students' French

benefitted at no cost to their progress/in English.

3. Edmonton Ukrainian-English Bi ingual Program. Thfs programwnas
nexisted in eight Edmonton elementary schools since 1972 and:is finaneially
qupported by the A!berta‘government. In 1978-79 there were 697 students‘
' enrolled\between kindergarten and fifth grades. Ukrainian&fs used as a
medium of instruction for 50 percent of the regular school day throughout
“elementary sehool. Only about 15 percent of the students are fluent in
Ukrainian on entry to‘the program. A study.carried out with first and
third grade students (Cummins and Mulcahy, 1978) found that students who
were relat1ve1y fluent in Ukra1;§an,as”a,result of parents' using it con-
sistently in the home were significant]y better able to detect ambiguities
~in English sentence structurefthan either equivalent monolingual English- |
speaking children not in the program or chi]dren in the program who came
from predominantly English- speaking homes. The evaluations of the program
have shown no detrimental effects on the development of ch11dren S Eng11sh

or other academic sk1lls. In fact by the end of fifth grade, ch11dren in -

the program had pulled ahead of the comparison group in English read1ng com-.

prehension skills (Edmonton Public School Board, 1979).

In summary,fthe results of\research on bilingua] education programs
show that minorftyrchildren's L1 proficiency can be prdmdted in school at
no cost to the development of proficienéy in the majority language, In
addition to the evaluations outlined above, therefare many other ?esearch
studies which suggest that b111ngua1 ch11dren who deve]op the1r prof1c1ency

in both languages experience intellectual and academ1c advantages over uni-

\
lingual ghildren (see Cummins, 1979a7for a rev1ew of these studles,).




.well as in bilingual programs for minority children, instruction through
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do we reconcile the success of ngmedium programs for minority

children with the fact that majority 1enguage ¢hildren fare very well aca-

-demica11y°in French or Spanish immersion programs, (see Cummins, 1979a)?

There are. many d1fferences between these s1tuat1ons e. g., prestige .of L1,

security of ch11dren s 1dent1ty and self-concept, level of support for L]
development in home and environment. Thus, it is not surprising that dif-

ferent forms of educationaT‘prerams should be aogrggriate for cnjldren e

with very-different background characteristics. The apparent'contradictionp

between findings 2n minorityyand majority contexts comp]ete]y'disappeers

when we stop thinkino in terms of "linguistic mismatch" or “home-school .

language switch." In.immersion programs-for majority language children, as

the m1nor1ty language has been effect1ve 1n promoting proficiency in both
languages. These f1nd1ngs wh1ch have been rep11cated in an enormous num=- .

ber of studies, support the following "Interdependence" Hypothes1s. -
To the extent that instruction in L, is effective in promoting’
proficiency in L, transfer of this proficiency to L will occur

provided there 1§ adequate exposure to L (e1ther inYschool or v
environment) and adequate motivation to ¥earn L_y . n

The findings of b111ngua1 programs which give rise to this hypothes1s

—_— \ ,
suggest that we must reexamine the relat1onsh1p between language prof1-

ciency and b1lingua11sm:

LINGUISTIC INTERDEPENDENCE

It is clear that in a moﬁolinguel context with the exception of se- ~ : ¢

verely retarded and aut1st1c children, everybody acqu1res bas1c 1nterper-

-sonal commun1cat1ve sk1lls (BICS) in L1, regard]ess of - 1Q or academiq apt1-

?tm (‘

tude, yet there are large 1nd1v1dua1 d1fferences in the”extent to wh1ch 11t-

eracy skills are developed. This distinction is expréssed in ‘the "1¢eberg

39
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_ representetion.of-language proficiency (Figure 1), adapted from Roger Shuy

(1976) In the d1agram, the "visible" language prof1c1enc1es of pronuncia-
tion, vocabulary, and grammar, which are man1fested in everyday 1nterpersona1
commun1cat1ye situations, are above the surface, but the cogn1t1ve/academ1c
1anguage prbficiency=(CALP) required to manipdiéte or ref]ect upon these sur-
face‘features outside of immediate interpersonal contexts is below the sur-
Aface. .CALP is defined as chose dimensions of language proficiency’fhat ere
strongly related to litéracy skills, whereas BICS refers to cognitively un-
demaqgipg'manifestatidns of’language prof%ciency'in interpersonal situacionsQ

¥
PRG!LNCIATI(N MANIFESTATION OF

- O S A [ W S —— —_—

VOCABULARY INTERPERSONAL
COMMUNICATIVE
CONTEXTS

COGNITIVE/ACADEMIC
\LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

MANIPULATION OF {
LANGUAGE IN :
DECONTEXTUALIZED
ACADEMIC S]TUATIONS

_ Freure 1
THE "ICEBERG” REPRESENTATION OF LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

- \ .

. Bilingual proficiency can be represented by means of a dual- 1ceberg in

which the surface man1festat1ons of each language are separate but L1 and L2

' CALP are intérdependent (F1gure 2). . It is only by postu]at1ng a large degree
’ fof overlap between L1 and L2 CALP that the research finaings from bilingual

* pragrams reviewed above can be explained. In other words, instruction

N | : T
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. through a minority language in the early grades is not just'promotinb pro-
ficiency 1n the surface man1festat1ons of -that- 1anguage, it is also promot1ng

the deeper cogn1t1ve and academic sk1lls that under11e the development of

.-y

11teracy in both languages of the b111ngua1.. This 1nterdependence between

L1 and L2 CALP is why transfer of reading skills occurs so rapidly in bi-

lingual programs (see Genesee, 1979).

 SURFACE FEATURES

SURFACE FEATURES
u OF

OF

COGNITIVE/ACADEMIC
" LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

3

| FIGURE 2

THE DuaL-IcEBERG REPRESENTATION OF BILINGUAL PROFICIENCY

In addition to being consistent with the resu]ts of bilingual prOQrams
for both maJor1ty and m1nor1ty children, the Interdependence Hypothe51s |
‘ 111ustrated in Figure 2 is supported by (1) the fact that L1 and L2 readtng
| 'scores typically correlate highly with one another in b111ngua1 programs
(see Cumm1ns; 1979b) and (2) the fact that many studies have consistently
,‘shown that older learners whose Ll CALP is better deve]oped acqu1re L2 CALP
" more rapidly than younger 1earners (see=Cumm1ns, 1980). a
o The Interdependence Hypothesis'oan/ATso\be-illUstrated-by comparing

I
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-
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“two models of bilingua¥ proficiency which make exp]igit'the relationship of

instruction in L1 and L2 to the deve]opment of L1 and L2 CALP. Those who
oppose bilingual education in the Un1ted States often argue that if chil- ..
dren are deficient in English, then they need 1nstruct1on in Eng]1sh not

in‘their L2. This argument implies a Separate UnderlyingﬁProficiency (SupP)

model, (Figure 3), in which it is assumed that proficiehqy in L1 is separate

from proficiency in L2 and that there is a direct link between exposure to

' L, (in home or school) and achievement in-l,. Given the assufiptions of the

SUP model, it appears cquﬁter«intditive to blow into the L1 balloon in order

to inflate the L2 balloon better.

FIGURE 3

THE &maam_umamm_&muﬂ (SUP)

MoDEL oOF B1LINGUALISM

-

However, as outlined earlier, there is abundant evidence that for many

‘ minority cﬁi]dren'LZ CALP can be\developed much more adequately by means of

L1 instruction than by means of L2 instruction. In order to account for
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E2N

these findings we must replace the SuUP mode] w1th a Common Under1y1ng Pro-

ficiency (CUP) mode], (Figure 4), in which exper1ence with either language
can promote the development of the prof1c1ency underlying both languages,
given adequate motivation and exposure to both e1ther in school or in
wider environment. This conception:of bilingual proficiency carries sev-

eral implications for issues of concern to parents and teachers:

CoGNITIVE/ACADEMIC
LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

2
CHANNEL

FiGure 4

THEC_Qumu_uND_EBLX_mﬁ_EBQﬂ.ClENﬂ (CUP) o

MoDEL OF BILINGUALISM

1. Bilingualism in the Home The CUP model app11es equally to bilin-

| gua11sm in school. Whether the language of the home is the same as or dif-

ferent from the language of the school matters very little in comparison
to,the qua]ity of the 1nteract1on children experience W1th adults. In a

longitudinal study recently conducted in England, Wells‘(1979)-has shown

,thht children's acquisition of reading skills in school is strongly re-

lated to the extent to which parents responded to and expanded upon the

child's utterances The success of many groups of children under home-




>,

-

~ school language switch conditions (e.g., French immersion) shows that con-

- cepts developed in L1 at home can readily- be transferred to L2 in school.

Thus, teachers should not encourage minority parents to switch to Eng]ish
in the home. Rather, théy should sfrongly encourage them to promote the
development of L1 through such’activities as telling or reading stories to

their children and generally Spendihg time with.them.

.

| 2.; The QQuick-Exit" Logic of Transitional Programs; Minority stu-
dentsiin transitional p}ograms are expécfed to make so much progress in the
cognitive/academic skills underlying English literdcy in thg éarly-gréhes
that after two or three yeafs they should be at a level whé;e they can com- *
pete on an equal footing withsthejf monofingua] English-speaking peers who

have‘had,allltheir instruction in English. In other words, a CUP model of

‘Qi1ingua1 proficiéncy is imp]icit]y‘endorSed in the early grades. Yet pro-

ponents of a quick-exit policy revert to a SUP model by assuming (contrary
to their.earlzer assumptibq and the‘re§earch data) that children's Ehglish
skills will not déVelop adequately unless they are'mainstreaﬁed as soon as
possible to an English-only program. 'I£ is ironic that the earlier they
want the child.mainstreamed, the more effective they must assume theﬁLl

instruction to have been in promoting.L2 proficiency. ] | ‘,qu5‘g

&
\,
v
A \

3 esting for the Exit’jhreshold. The reason teachers aandtﬁers .

Y

often premature]x’a$suME that minority children have attained sufficient
English proficiency to exit to an English-only program is that they focus

ocn the surface ﬁanifestatiohs of English proficiency (eig., accent, flu-

ency, grammar, etc.) and ignore the CALP which underlies English literacy

. development. Fluency in English BICS is no more a sufficient condition

for adequate development of English reading skil]s‘ih a bilingual child

- than it is in an English monolingual child. Thus, tests such as the Basic
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~ Inventory of Natura] Language (BINL)- or~the-B%1tggga] Syntax Measure (BSM)

which attempt to focus ma1n1y ‘on “natura] commun1cat1on" should not be used

as cr1ter1a for exit from a b111ngua1 program. A]though ‘there is absolutely

no educational Just1f1cat1on'for mains treaming chi]dren from a bilingua] .
program, measures of Engl1sh CALP (e g., standard1;ed reading tests) or L1 )
CALP are, the criterion measurés most likely to indicate when children are
capable of surviving academically in an English-only program. The stud1es
rev1ewed above suggest that (1) a rea11st1c exit threshold of tngl1sh CALP

is un11ke1y to be reached before fifth or sixth grades and (2) atta1nment

of th1s.ex1t threshold of English CALP among minority groups that tend to

exhibit poor school\performance under Eng!ish-only conditions will be

“strongly related to the extent to which L1 CALP has been promoted by the

[N
bilingual program.

A THEORETICAL FRAMENORKl - | o /

On the basis of the forego1ng analysis of the confusions which ex1st
both in current 1anguage prof1c1ency assessment techn1ques and in procedures
for exiting students from b111ngua1 programs, three minimal requ1rements ‘
for a theoretical framework of 1anguage.prof1c1ency relevant to b111ngua1
education in the United States can be outlined: First, such a framework
must intorporate a developmental perspecttue so that those aspects of
language proficiency which are mastered early by native speakers and L2
learners cah be distinguished from those that continue to vary across in-

dividua]s'as development progreSses;ssécohd, the framework must be capable

_of'alTowing differences between the" linguistic demands of the school and

those of 1nterpersona1 contexts outside the school to be descr1bed third,
the Framewnrk must be capab]e of allowing- the developmental relationships

between L1 and L2 prof1c1ency to be described.

Y,
45 o
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Current theoreticai frameworks of “communicative competence" (e.qg.,

Canale, -1981, Canale and Swain, 1980) do not meet, and were not 1ntended to -

meet, these»requirements. Canale (1981) distinguishes grammatical, socio- .
linguistic, discourse, and strategic competencies but states that their re- v
lationship with each other and with world knowleoge and academic achievement
is an empirical question yet to be addressed. Although this framework is
extremely useful for some purposes, its applicability to bilingual education‘i
is limited by'its static,nondevelopmental nature and by the'fact that the"
relationships between academic performance and the‘components of communica-
tive competence in L1 and L2 are,not considered. for example, both pronun-
ciation and 1exica1 knowledge would be classified under grammatical compe-
tence Yet Ll pronunciation 1S mastered Very ear]y-by native speakers,
whereas 1ex1ca1 know]edge continues to develop throughout schooling and is
strongly related to academic performance.

The framework outlined below is an attempt to conceptualize "language
‘proficiency” in such a way that the developmental interrelationships be-
tween academic performance and language proficiency'in both L1 and L2 can
be considered.” It-is proposed -only in relation to the development of aca-

demic skills in bilingual education and is not necessarilyuappropriate or

applicable to other contexts orissues. Essentially, the framevork tries
| to integrate the earlier distinction betmeen basic interpersonal communi-h
cative‘skiils (BICS) and cognitive/academic language proiiciency;(CALP) |
into a more general theoretical model. The BICS-CALP djstinction was in-
- tended to.make the point that academic deficits are often created by teach-
ers and psychologists who fail to realize that‘it takes language minority
students considerably Tonger to attain grade/age-appropriate levels in

[ English academic skills than it does in‘English faée-to-face communicative
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skills. However, such a dichotomy oversimplifies ghe-phenomena and risks
misinterpretation. It is also difficult to discuss the crucial déve]opment7

issues in terms of the BICS-CALP dichotoriy. . - -

COGNITIVELY o
UNDEMAUDING

CONTEXT- . . : CONTEXT-

EMBEDDED — REDUCED
B D
& ‘ A )
COGNITIVELY s
DEMANDING
| " FIGUE 5:

RanGe oF CONTEXTUAL SupPoRT AND DEGReE OF CoGNITIVE INVOLVEMENT IN COMMUNICATIVE ACTIVITIES
. \

The framework presénted in Figure 5 proposes that in the context of

bilingual education-in the United States, "language proficiency" can be

-conCeptualized along two continuums. First js a continuum relating to the

range of contextual support available for expressing or-receiving meaning.

The extremes of this contiruum are described in terms of "context-embedded"

versus "context-reduced" communication. They are distinguished by the

~ fact that in context-embedded communication the participants can actively -

o
? W
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negot1ate meaning (e g s by prov1d1ng feedback that the message has not
.been understood) and that the language is supported by a wide range of

’mean1ngfu1 paralinguistic" (gestures, intonation, etc.) and situational '

cues; context-reduced commuﬁication on the other hand, relies primarily ; B .
(or at the extrefie of the continuum, exclus1ve1y) on 11ngu1st1c cues to

. mean1ng and may, in some cases, involve suspend1ng knowledge of the “real .
world“ in order to 1nterpret (or man1pu1ate) the logic .of the commun1cat1on
appropr1ate1y 2 _ , . |‘

In general; context-embedded communication der1ves from 1nterpersona1
involvement in a shared reality wh1ch obviates the need for explicit lin-
guistic e]aborat1on of the.message Context-reduced communication, on the
other hand, derives from the fact that th1s shared reality cannot be assumed, .

and thus 11ngu1st1c messages must be elaborated prec1se1y and explicitly S0

" that the risk of misinterpretation is m1n1m1zed. It is 1mportant to empha-

‘sizéathat this is a continuum and not a dichotomy. Thus, examp1es of ,com-
municative behaviors going from left to right along the continuum might be:
engaging in a discussion, writing a letter to a close friend, writino (or
reading) an academic article. Clearly, context-embedded communication is
more typical of the everyday world outside the classroom, whereas many of ' S
the linguistic demands of the classroom reflect communication that is closer i
to the context-reduced. end of the continuum. ‘
The vert1ca1 cont1nuum is intended to address the developmenta] aspects ~£
of commun1cat1ve prof1c1ency‘1n terms of the degree‘of.active cogn1t1ve in-
volvement in the task or activity. Cognditive involvenent ¢an be’ conceptua11zed /
in terms of the amount of information that must ‘be processed s1mu1taneous]y or f
in cloze succéssion by the 1nd1v1dua1 in order to carry out the act1v1ty ) .‘/
How does this cont1nuum incorporate a developmental perspectiye? If “l:‘f

we return to the four components of communicative competence (grammatical, /

. : S .
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N Thus, the upper parts of the vert1ca1 continuum Consist of communicative

A3 ...
A3 o l

soc1o]1ngu1st1c, d1scourse, and strateg1c) d1scussed by Canale (1981), 1t 15 o

“clear that within each one sqme subsk11ls are mastered more rap1d1y than,-

others In other words some subski]ls (e'g ’ pronunc1at1on and syntax with-’

‘

- in L1 grammatical competence) reach plateau levels at which there are no

longer significant d1fferences 1n masgery between individuals (at least in

context-embedded s1tuat1ons) Other ubskills continue to develop throughout

the school years and begond depend1ng upon the 1nd1v1dua1 S commun1cat1ve

-

needs, in part1cu1ar cultural and-i st1tut1ona1 milieux.,

L] Al T -
\

tasks and act1v1t1es in wh1ch the 11ngu1st1c tools have become largely autom-
at1zed {mastered) and thus requ1re 11tt1e active cogn1t1ve 1nvolvement for
appropriate performance. At the lower end og'the cont1nuum are tasks and acs
tivities in which the commun1cat1ve tools have not become automat1zed and
thus require active cognitive 1nvo]vement. Persuad1ng another individual
that your point of view rather than his hers’ 15 correct or wr1t1ng an essay.

e

on a comp]ex theme are examples of Such act1v1t1es. In these s1tuat1ons it

is necessary to stretch one's linguistic'resources (1.e;,‘grammat1ca1, socio-

linguistic, discourse, and strategic competencies) to the limit in order to

W“ach1eve one's commun1cat1ve goa]s Obviously, cognitive 1nvo]vement, in the

sense of amount of 1nformat1on processing, can.be JUSt as intense in context-
. -
embedded as is cqntext -reduced activities, ‘ .

As mastery is developed, specific linguistic tasks and skills trave]

an
Tl

from the bdttom towards the top of the vertical continuum. In other words,
there tends ‘to be a high level of cognitive involvement 1n task or act1v1ty
performance until mastery has been achieved or, alternatively, until a p]a-

teau level at less than mastery levels has been reached {e.g., L2 pronun-

<

ciation in many adult immigrants, nfossilization” of certain grammatical

+

” ©

~
&
A
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features among French ?mmersiqn students, ett.) Thus, learning the phono]ogy-‘
and Syhtax bf L1, for example, requires considerabie.cognitive involvement
for the two~ and three-year old child, and fherefore ihese tasks would be .
placed in quadrant B (context-embedded, cognitively demand¥hg). However, as
mastery of these skills develops, tasks involving them would move from quad-
rénteB to.quadranth,_since performance becames increasingly automatized and
cogni}jyé]y'unqemanding.v In a second language coptext the same type of de-
velopmental progression occurs. As specific lﬁnguistic'tasks and skills are~
mastered in L2, they move up the vertical continuum. |

The third reqdirement for a theoretical framework app]icab]e&to biTin;
gual education is thap\it permit the Qevelopmental inIerre]atiQhéﬁ%ps be-
tween L1 anq L2 proficiency to bé conceptualized. .Thgre is cpﬁsiderab]e

- evidence that L1 and L2 proficiencies;arE"inté?dEﬁéﬁdént, i.;},‘manifesta:
tions of a common uqder]ying proficienc& (see Cummins 5 1981). The e&ﬁdence
réviewed in’support of thé Interdependence Hypothesié primarily involved
academic or."context—reduced" language proficiency because the hypothesi§ ( -
was developed explicitly in§re1atipn‘to the development of bilingual aca-

- demic skills. However, any language task which is cognitively demandihg -
for a group of individya]s is T1ikely to show a moderate degree o% interde-
pendence across languages. Also, other Factors (e.g., person@]ity, learning
style, etc.) in addition to general cognitive skills are likely ;p contrib-
_hte to the relationship between L1 and L2, and thus some éoén%tive]y dndé-
manding aspectshof proficiehcy (e.g., fluency) may also be related acfoss‘
languages. ’ ‘ h . .

 As far as cdntext—reduced 1angua§e proficiency is concerned, the trans-

' ferability across languages of many of the proficiencies involved in reading
. o g >

{e.qg., inferring-and,predicting meaning based on sampling from the text) and




- writing (e.g., planning large chunks of discourse) is obvious. However,
even where the task demands are language specific (e.qg., decoding or
spelling), a strong relationship may be obtained between skiils in L1 and

L? as a result of ‘a more generalized proficiency (and motivation) to handle
coghitively demanding context-reduced language tasks. Similarly, on the
context-embedded side, many socio]inguistic rules of face-to-face communica-

tion are 1anguage-specific, but L1 and L2 sociolinguistic skills may be re-

lated as a result of a possible generalized sensitivity to,sociolinguistic

rules of discourse

In conclusion, the theoretical framework appears to permit the com- -

plexity of Li-tz relationships to be conceptualized while providing a more
adequate rationaie for the‘essentially simple point that academic_skiils in
L1 and 1.2 are interdependent. The framework,a]so provides the basis for a
task-analysis of measores of “language proficiency" which would allow the

re]ationships between language measures and academic performance to be pre-

-

dicted for any particu]ar group of* 1ndiv1duals In general, the more con-
text-reduced and cognitively demanoing the language task the more it will
be re]ated to{d%hievement.x However, a]though there aré" 1ntr1n51c charac-.
teristics of some language tasks which make them more cognitively demanding
. and context-reduced these task characteristics must be conSidered‘in con-
"* junction w1th the characteristics of the particular language users (e.g., t]

and/or L2 proficiency, learning style, etc.). For exampie, skills that have

become automatized _for native speakers of a language may very well be highly

.

' cognitively demanding for learners of that language as an L2 Thus, we would

expect different relationships between achievement and certain 1anguage tasks

in an L1 as compared to an L2 context.3
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NOTES

1Th'is'theoretical framework should be viewed within a social‘context.

I'4

The language proficiencies described develop as a result of various types

of communicative interactions in home and school (see e.g., Wells, 1981).

-,

The nature of these interactions is, in turn, determined by broader soci-

etal factors (see Cumminé, 1981). In order to emphasize the social nature

of "1anguage prof1c1ency," this term will be used 1nterchangeab1y w1th
"communicative proficiency" in descr1b1ng the framework.
2The term_"context-reduced" is used' rather than "disembedded"
(Donaldson, 1978) or "decontextualized" because there is a large variety
of contextual cues available to carry out tasks even at the context-re-
duced end,of ‘the continuum. . The difference, however, is that these cues
are exclusively. linguistic in nature.

31t should be pointed out'that the framework in no way implies that

. language pedagogy'should be context-reduced. There is conéiderable evi-

dence from both first and second 1anguage-pedagogy (e.q., Smith 1978;

t‘Swam, 1978) to support the principle that context- reduced 1anguage pro-

f1c1ency can be most successfully developed on the basis of initial in-
struction which max1m1zes‘the degree of conteXt=embeddedne§s; - In other
words, the more‘instructjon is in tune with the experience and skills the_
child brings to school (i.e., the more meaningful it is), the more learn-
ing will occur. This 1is one of the.reasons why bilingual education is, in
general, more succeszul for language minority students than English-only

&

prograns.

»-
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Part 4—Implications for Teacher Trainers

It is characteristic of bilingual education that it must deal with
S an ﬁndefinite]y largegrange of different‘learners, different teaching/
| 1earn1ng conditions, different aims, etc. .Yet in andther sense bilin-
- qual educat1on js concerned with a single 1nd1v1dua1 learner, with h1s//

. her unique personal abilities and qualities, with an individual teacher,
and with a particular set of surrounding circums tances. 'A framework for
bilingual education must deal both at the macro level with the range of
varfables that enhance or impinge upon %ts imblementation and at the micro
Tevel with the particular features of the learner and teacher.

'>Adoption of the theoretical framéworks have implications in four

areas of language teaching: syllabus (or core curricu]um),'design,

materials development, teachihg methodology, and teacher traihing.

Syllabus Design and Materials Development. Most college syllabi .

.and school district qontinua (scope and sequence) are currently grammar
based. Canaie and Swain point out that studehts who are uninterested
in,ofrustrated by, and perform poorly in a grammatically organized sec-
ond'language‘progfam may be éncouraged and moré motivated in a program
with a functional syllabus. A]so a more "natural"-integration of gram-
m&h sqcio]inguistic,and strategic elements will occur through a functional.
syl]abus '

There are two alternat1ves for'syllabus designers--one is to throw out -
existing mater1als and the other is to review and revise or adapt the
. \frameworkvph11osophy 1ntp,ex1st1ng syllabi and materialsythat complement it.

A resource for facilitating this development or'adjustment can be Van

Ek's pub]ication,yThe Threshold Level, (1976), in which he provides inven-

tories of functions, notions, as well as lexical and structural items.




* Teaching Methodology and Teacher Training. The considerable quantity “
and complexity of}this training needs ‘to be subdivided into two components:
content and process Content should conSist of theory and research and
protess. should include application and skill acquisition. | _

. The content 'should involve several disciplines: 1linguistics, psychol-
ogy, sociolingujstics psycholinguisfics, social sciences, and education
with constant up-to date information reality checks .

The ‘process can be carried out through activities that give the teach-
ers opportunity for. actual performance:

1. The observation- of speciaily'devised demonstrations <P~
of specific techniques and complete lessons.

iZ. The observation;of:actual classes.

3. Practice in the preparation of lesson plans for
-~ various contingencies.

‘4. Micro-teaching: the teaching (by the trainee) of
- specific items or techniques, possibly with the use
‘of closed-circuit television and videotape recordings.

5. Peer-group teaching (i.e., teaching fellow trainees)
as a form of ‘exercise.

6. Acting as teacher's assitant in a genuine class.
7. Teaching real classes under supervision.

8. Postmortem criticism and discu551on of the trainee's
. teaching. '

9. Longer-term apprenticeship in a schoo] with attachment
to an experienced teacher.

10. Posttraining, in-service courses of various kinds.

~ (Strevens, 1977)

Training is a highly complex activity which requires knowledge,

practice, and experience before it can be -carried out in a fully pro-

fessional and effective manner. A flow of the proper training activi-




| t1es to ensure 1mp1ementat1on of the framework and its implications

- 5

=

can follow the Joyce and Showers (1981) process as outlined in F1gure 1

'ThAINING'ACTIVITY AND RESULTS,

"A K

TRAINING ACTIVITY o Teamee leer
1. PRESENTATION OF waalp-  PWARENESS -

HEORY/ INFORMAT ION

2. DEMONSTRATION - CONCEPTUAL

o= coNTROL _

3. PRACTICE
- __4._ Amn.cmuf SkiLis
‘ o * ﬁanxmzs 1 -
4, FeeDeAcK ‘ ‘
5. ENVIRONMENT " PrrROPRIATE & .
1TORED T — SISTENT USE IN
CHING) . s 3 ENVIRONMENT - -
- Flure 1 . o .

v

As qushen's research supports, “The best apprdacn (to second lan-

guage instruction) might be one in which both learning and ‘acquisition -

are fully utilized in the classroom." In relationship-tOQfeacner train-

‘1ng, the same pr1nc1p1e app11es Unfortunately, teacher training pre-

serv1ce programs are mostly "learning" or1ented where not enough vau1-
s1t1on of classroom "know-how" takes place. On the other hand teacher
training in- serv1ce programs concentrate on “pract1ca1 teach1ng" and leave

all "theoretical nonsense" out. Fortunate]y, bilingual education

59 - Uz
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#teacher training programs)

(Y

_teacher training progréms are now spearheading successful training

P; systems that embrace a communicative competence approach to bilingual

education undergirdedby systematic processes{such as the Joyce model
(see Calderon,ﬁ1981, for p]anning,.impIementing, andvevaluating bilingual

o

wh v
George Blanco (1981) recent]y brought to national attention the f@i

},, ~
G

fact that biTingual teachers have often found themselves inadequately
prepared to deal with many concepts in L1 in c]assroom s1tuat1ons He -
finds that research stud1es, profess1ona1 literature, c]ass 1ectures,
in-service programs are almost exclosiveTy in Eng]1sh ‘When teachers use
Engl1sh for oral communication, e.g., talking to one\anggger in phe
hall or in the 1oonge, speaking to aides, and giving stUdenfsvdirections
for getting in line for the cafeteria; students are quick to conclude
that English is the language of prestige. Thus, the onus is on the | "

teachers, professors, researchers, bilingual const1tuenc1es in genera]

to begin to work collect1ve1y toward this effort by applying communica-

tive competence theories to'make bilingual educators truly functional

in two languages.
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ACTIVITY 1

v

Seminer/Norkshop on: A Theoretical Framework for Commun1cat1ve Competence

: S in B111ngua1 Education
Mode: Small.Group Process . . J v
» Time: 1 hour
) . h
Number of Graups: -3 ‘ -

Materials Necessary: Packet I (Four Parts)

u

the 3 multiple choice quest1onna1res
" for Groups I, II, III;

overhead transparenc1es with answers,

overhead projector. -

[

Time a]loted- 30 minﬁfes

Part1c1pan£s divide into 3 groups and work col]ect1ve1y to
answer the mu1t1p1e cho1ce quest1onna1re .

A recorder/reporter writes down ‘the answers and any concerns
that each question might have generated.

. .

~ . . 6
Time alloted: 30 minutes

-

Each group receives the other two qoestionnairesk(unanswered).

. . - ,
Each recorder/reporter reads the group answers and presents
discussion concerns.

r

Correct answers are proJected on the overhead.

.‘ Further clarification ensues through the parthp1pants tnemselves

if necessary.

”
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ACTIVITY |
DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR GROUP I

1. In the next twehty years the Spanish LEP pdbu]ation will:

decrease 25%..

concentrate in Colorado, Arizona, and New Mexico.
be the same as the Asian LEP popu1at1on

be 70% of all LEPs in the year 1000.

none of the above.

oOaodcoe
2 e o e o

v

2. The Title VII 1968 Regulations for Bilingual Education:

a. were wr1tten to "provide services to the limited
English-proficient students."

b. demanded coverage to include speaking, understanding;
reading, and writing.

61

c. were for "children who are educationally disadvantaged.""

d. ‘were to create an enrichment program for the 11m1ted
English-speaking students.
e. only a and b of the above.

3. Research evidence for the effectiveness of bilingual education:

was the foundation for the 1968 regulations.
is nonexistent.

will begin in 1982.

is quickly mounting.

none of the above.

only b and c are true.

N - R

4. Research has indicated that:

a. teachers can be trained to observe children's.language

- behavior and to make good estimates of the children's
ability to perform in school.

b. the most effective program for developing English sk111s
is one with 75% English instructien and 25% Spanish in-
struction.

c. the most effective program for deve10p1ng English skills

~ is one with 50% English instruction and 50% Spanish in-.

struction.
d. only a and b are- true.

e. none of the above.
f. -only a and c are true.

&
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DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR GROUP II

L3

‘

5. English-as-a-second-language methods, techniques, and tests in
‘ the\?.s. are based on: .
audiolingual approaches. _
.- Chomsky and Bloomfield theories.

mastery of language structure. . -
_ emphasis of: form rather than function.

all of the above. ‘

none of the above. {

“d 00T
[ Y . [ Y

6. Communicative competence means:

emphasis is on form rather than function.

a.

b. grammatical, sociolinguistic, and strategic abilities.

c. focusing on.particular settings, functions, and notions.

d. focusing only on phonology, morphology, lexical items,
and syntax. :

e. only a and d of the above.

f. only b and c of the above.

N
7. Current second language acquisition theory indicates that:

a. there are two separate processes for developing a
second’ language: acquisition and learning. .
b. grgmmatica] structures are acquired in a predictable
- order,
c. learning of grammar is much more important and develops
- fluency. |,
d. students acquire structure by focusing on grammatical
forms and.analyzing them. )
e. by simply providing.comprehensible input, spoken fluency
will not emerge. -
f. students should begin to talk from the first day of class,
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ATIVITY T .

'DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR GROUP 1II

8. Bilingual education- programs: O

a. confuse children and reduce their chances of academic ..

success.
b. such'as the Rock Point Navajo Study prove that early
reading instruction in English is best for achievement.

4

c. such as the Edmonton Ukrainian-English found that students

. who were less fluent in Ukrainian were able to detect

ambiguities in English sentence structures better than the

. fluent Ukrainian group. '
d. should not encourage minority parents to switch to

English in the home. . | e

»e, all of the above.
" f . none of the above.

'9. ‘A theoretical fraﬁework forebilinguai_education should consﬁder:

a. that academic skills are interdependent in L1 and L2,
b. that the more context-reduced and cognitively demanding
" the language task, the more.it will be related to achieve-
- ment, : _ : g
C.- tgg developmental aspects of communicative proficiency in
térms of the degree of active cognitive involvement .in
the task or activity, '
d. only b and c are true. : : . 9
e. all of the above. . o
- f. none of the above.

10. Teacher training prograps -for bilingual-education:
> a. are too heavy on ‘theory and teo light on application.
- b,.* are for the most part conducted, in English.
c.- utilize professional literature and other materials
- mostly in English. ‘ . X
d. . focus their language training component on communicative
approach. . | - _ : ' : -
e. all of the above. | VL
f. a, b, and c only. '

°
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ATIVIVT | -
DISCUSSION, ITEMS FOR GROUP I (ANSHERS)

°

1.+ In the next twenty years’the Spanish LEP population will:

,decrease 25% .. .

'concentrate in Colorado, Arizona, and New Mex1co
be the same as the As1an LEP populat1on

be 70% of all LEPs in the year 1000.

none of the above

0oaocoo

2. The Title VII 1968 Regulat1ons for B11fngua1 Education:

a. were written to "provide services to the 11m1ted
English-proficient students.”
, b. demanded coverage to include speak1ng,understand:ng,

[:] ‘reading,and writing
c. were for "children who are educat1onaT]y d1sadvantaged "

d. were to create an enrichment program for the 1imited-
English speak1ng,students

e. only a and b of ‘the above.

E 3. Research evidence for the(effectivenesé of bilingual education;

was the foundation for the: 1968 regulat1ons
.is noneXistent. : .
will begin ‘in 1982. : . \
is quickly mounting. ' :
none of the above.
“only b and c are true.

o

Y N-Y R4

4. Research pas indicated that:

a. teachers can be trained to observe children's language .
behavior and to make good estimates of the ch11dren S
ability to perform in school.

b. the most effective progxam for deve]op1ng English skills \
is one with 75% Engl1sh 1nstruct1on and 25% Spanish in-

~ struction,
c. the most effective program for developing English skills -
~ is one with 50% Engl1sh instruction and 50% Spanish in-

struction,
d. only.a_and b are true.
: e. _none of the above. o .
¢ . f. only a and c are true.’ ] ’ _ |
|
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ATIVITY T

DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR GROUP II (ANSHERS)‘

5. Eng1ish-as-a-seéond-language’methods, techhiques, and tests in
the U.S. are based on: ’ _ '

~a. audiolingual approaches. -
b. Chomsky and Bloomfield theories.
c. mastery of language structure.
[:] d. emphasis of form rather than function.
: e. all of the above.
f. none of the above.

6. Communicative competence means:

a. . emphasis is on form rather than function,
b. grammatical, sociolinguistic,and strategic abilities.
: c. focusing on particular- settings, functions, and notions.
. d. focusing only on phonology, morphology, lexical items,
and syntax. o ' -7

e. only a and d of the above.
f. only b and ¢ of the above.

W .

7. Current second language acquisition theory indicates that:
a. there are two separate processes for developing a
second, 1anguage: . acquisition and learning., .
b. grgmmatica1 structures are acquired in.a predictable
: order, - ,
c. -learning of grammar is much more important and develops
[:] fluency. ) > ' o
d. students acquire structure by focusing on grammatical
forms and analyzing them. -
e. 'by simply providing comprehensible input, spoken fluency
* will not emerge. : ‘ ‘ -
f. students should begin to talk from the first day of class,

kS

S | S .
"’_ 75 v U 1




_.._.v‘___",#.

. .

ACTIVITY 1

DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR GROUP 111 (ANSWERS)

P

8. Bilingual education programs:

a. confuse children and reduce their chances of academic
‘success. v ? . N
b. such as the Rock Point Navajo Study prove that early
reading instruction in English is best for achievement.

) [:] c. such as the Edmonton UkrainiartEnglish found that students
who were less fluent in Ukrainian were able to detect
ambiguities in English sentence structures better than the
fluent Ukrainian group. ' . .

d. should not encourage minority ‘parents to switch to
English in the home.

e. "all of the above.

f none of the above.

‘ | N . _ | |
9. A theoretical framework for bilingual education should consider:

‘a. that academic skills are interdependent in L1 and L2,
b. that the more context-reduced and cognitively demanding
the language task, the more it will be related to achieve-
ment, - : - . ’ )
, c. the developmental aspects of communicative proficiency in -
~ terms of the degree of active cognitive involvement in - ~
_ the task or activity, : T
d. only b and c are true.
e. all of the above.
f. none of the above.

~ 10. Teacher training programs For bilingual education:
a. are too heavy on theory and too light on application.
b. are for the most part conducted in English.
c. utilize professional literature and other materials

mostly in English- . » o
d. focus their language training component on communicative

, approach . . .
. @. all of the above. .
, f. a, b, and c only. a




ACTIVITY 11

-

Séminarlworkshop on: A Theoretical Framework for Communicative -
: . Competence in Bilingual Education.

‘Mode: Small Grbup.Rrocess and Individual Tasks

Time: _%rom 1 to 3 days | | |
Number of Groups: 4 or 5 (no more than 5 persons in each)
Materials Necessary: Packet I (Four Parts) |

Prerequisite: Knowledge and internalization of theories by
_ Cummins, Krashen, Canale, Swain, and Strevens

Task 1 Tiie alloted: 10 minutes

Participants divide into groups and are asked to preparé
“an outline of how and what they would present to:

1. school board members (in 20 minutes)

2. administrators  (in 1 hour)

3. teachers (in 2 hours)

4. teacher aides (in 1 hour) ° '

5. Spanish-speaking parents (in 45 minutes) -

“on (1) second language acquisition theories, (2) communi-
cative competence theories, and (3) the-two continuums for
BICS and CALP. o

Task 2 ‘Time al]dted; 30 minutes

- Each group selects a recorderlrepdrter to share the outline
and discussion with total group. ‘

.

: NOTE: ~ Experienced educators will_want to elaborate‘more

- on the discu§sions‘asoto how these presentations
wgu]d apply in their school settings. Additional .
time should be alloted for this discussion ‘

-
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Task 3

Time él]oted: 3. hours

-

Participants, work1ng individually now, revise and add to
their outline for a presentation and develop the transpar-
encies or script for a 10;minute presentation to the audi-
ence of their choice; i.e., administrators, board members, etc.

»

.Task 4

ije alloted: 4 hours N

‘Type of facility: 5 small rooms
v

Participants return to their: original groups of 5. Each
member of the group w111 do his/her 20 minute presentat1on
for the other 4 members .

o

. After .each presentat1on,members will prov1de'1mmed1ate ‘
' feedback by answering with the following open =ended state-

ments. ' o
What I Tiked about this presentation was . . .

You cou]d'probably improve the presentation by ... .
_ . "

NOTE: Videotaping of the sessions is highly encouraged.
. If there is time, they could be sequenced over a-
Tonger period with the total group to make this
.g0551b1e instead of 5 groups performing back-to-
ack

Y Lo BN N
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ACTIVITY 111

For steps in conduct1ng the fol]ow1ng act1v1t1es, please refer to the
Management Sy;tem manual.

A. Do a Force-Field Analysis of the driving and restraining fdfces
existing in your district/department/university that impede or
-facilitate the implementation of a bilingual program.

B. Do a Force-Field AnaTys1s of the driving and restraining forces

existing in your c]assroom/d1str1ct/department/un1vers1gy that impede
or facilitate the adopt1on of a "communicative syl]abus

If the work grbup is large, it is. suggested that it be broken up into
s groups of 4, 6, or 8 persons and be g1ven different topics. Additional
. top1cs may 1nc1ude . '

Implementat1on of a new ESL program

A full- fledged bilingual program such as the one proposed by
Cummins.

. : "y




} S »» "'Pesttest_»

l ______ --In the next twenty years the Span1sh LEP p0pu1at1on w111
a. deCrease 25%. ' :
b. concentrate in Colorado, Arizona, and New Mexico.
c. be the same as the Asian LEP populat1on.

d. be 70% of all LEPs in the year 2000.

e. none of the above. -

« 2. The Title VII 1968 Regulations fér Bilingual Education:

a. were written to. "prov1de services to the limited English-
proficient students.”

b. demanded: coverage to 1nc1ude speak1ng, understand1ng, read-
ing,and writing.-

L c. were for "children who are educat1ona11y d1sadvantaged "

d. were to create an enrichment program for the limited English-
speaking students.

e. only.a and b of the above.

3. ResearCh'eVidence for the effectiveness of'bilingual gducation:

was the_foundation for the 1968 regulations.
is nonexistent.

will begin in 1982.

is quickly mounting.

none of the above.

on]y b-and ¢ are true.

000 o

4. PResearch has 1nd1cated that:

a’ teachers can be tra1ned to observe children's. language
behavior and to make good estimates of- the~ch11dren s ability
to perform in school. .
b. the most effective program for develop1ng Engl1sh skills is .
, 5t one with 75% English instruction and 25% Spanish instruction.
- ¢c. the most effective program for, developing Engl1sh skills is
one with 50% English 1nstruct1on and -50% Spanish instruction.

d. only a and b are true.
" _e. none of the above. . ’
f. only a.and c:are-true. <
5. - English-as-a-second- language methods , techn1ques,and tests in the u.S.
are based on: ‘ .
a. aud1o]1ngua1 approaches. : .
. b. Chomsky.and Bloomfield theories. '

c. mastery of language structure.
d. emphasis of form rather than funct1on. . : T

‘e. "all of the above. . ' , IR

- f.

none of the above . .

5 o B - o _. '7) ’ .
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6. Commun1cat1ve competence means

emphas1s is on form rather than funct1on. >
. grammatical, sociolinguistic, and strategic ab111t1es.
focusing on particular settings, funct1ons.and notions.
focusing only on phono]ogy, morpho]ogy, lexical 1tems,and
_ syntax.- ,

e. only a and d of the above.

f. only b and'c of the above.

a0 oo

~

-

7. -Current second language acquisition theory-indicates that

ae there are two separate processes for develop1ng a second lan-
guage acquisition and learning.
. grammatical structures are acquired in a predictable order,
c. learning of grammar is much more important and develops
fluency.
d. students acquire structure by focus1ng on grammatical forms
and analyzing them. -
€. by simply. providing comprehensxb]e 1nput, spoken fluency w111
N not emerge.
+ f. students should begin to talk from the first day of class.

c .

9__"

8. Bilingual education programs:

a. confuse children and reduce their chances of academic success.
b. . such as the Rock Point NavaJo study prove that early read1ng
instruction in English is best for achievement.
c. such as the Edmonton Ukrainian-English found that ‘students who
" : ' were less fluent in Ukrainian were able to detect ambiguities
in English senterice structures better than the fluent Ukrainian
.group.
d. should not encourage m1nor1ty parents to sw1tch to Engl1sh in
_.the home. ‘
2. all of the above.
f. none of the above.

9:, A theoretical framework for bilingua] education should consider:
. a. that academic skills are interdependent in L1 and L2.

b. - that the more- context-reduced and cognitively demanding the
2 . language task, the more it will be related to achievement.

_c. the deve]opmental aspects of communicative prof1c1ency in terms

of the degree of active cognitive involvement in the task or

| ‘ . attivity. )
| ' d. only b and c are true. '

L e. all of the above. o .
B f. none of the above. ’ . .

10. Teacher training programs for bilingual education:

| a. are too heavy on theory and too light on application. ~
| : . b. are for the most part conducted in English. -

-




c.

d.
e.
f.

Utilize professional literature and other materials mostly

-in English,
focus their language trai

all of the above,

a, b, and c only, -

don

ning component on communicative approach.




Answer Key to Posttest

. '1. e
2. ¢ -
3. d
4, f -
. 5. e ‘
6. f
7. a
8. d
9. e
10. f
. 2
V-
e
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